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: In a study of factors that influence evaluators'
ratings of student papers, 32 student essays were rewritten to- pake
them stronger or weaker in content, o1g ni%ation, senteace structure,
or mechanics; the essays’ were then sutmitted to.(évaluatorc in both
their original and rewritten forms to determine the way in which the
chanqes influenced the ratings. This paper discusses the procedures
used ip selecting the essays to be rewritten, rewriting tkem, and
havlnq them evaluated; it then regorts the results of the study,
examines the relationship between the hclistic ratings and the
+ _ raters' perceptions of the papers' strengths or weaknesses in each of
the rewritten categories, and discusses the results and their
pedagogical significance. Among the major findings. were that the most -
. important influences.on raters' scores vere the content and then the
" organization of the essays and that sentence structure and léchadiqs .
proved to be far less significant influences .on holistic judgments.
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. ’ . This paer reports the results of an experimental study

aboﬁt the factors in college-levei student papers that in- -

- 1]

fluence judges‘ rating of the quallty of those papers Most

. i

past research on th1s topic ‘has been correlatlona; rather than

~exper1mental. In & "correlational study the researcher inves-

.
- ~ B ~

tigates natural occurrences. Students write papers; judges

rate the quality of the papers. The researcher then examines,
the paper for_traits associgted with Rkigh and low ratings.

One type of correlational study (e.g. Page, 1968; Hiller, -
+ , -

Marcotte, and Martin, 1969; Slotnick and Knapp, 1971;- Thompson,

19763 and . . ' 19}7) attempted to predlct ratings - -
w1th measures of characterlstlcs 1n the student paper, such

as the number of spelllng errors or the length of the essay..'
Another type (e.g.,. Diederich, French, and Carleton, 1961; ;

and Meyers, McConv1lle, and Coffman, 1966) sought to account

for ratings ‘'with charactertstlcs of the judges.,

‘such as their
. .

. personal biases or their degree of leniency. st studies

show* that characteristics of papers and of judges are asso-
/ .

ciated with or correlated with ratings. However, it is not

AL ]

possible for a correlational study to establish the causal

influence of papers or judges on the ratings.
To establish causal relations it is necessary to turn to

*

~an experimental approach. TFor instance, in an eXperiment

!
7 ot

on the evaluation of composition the researcher might rewrite

* - ’ ¢
student papers to mike them Stronger or weaker along some |,

»
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influences’ the\ratings.
in-the correlational paradign, interferes with nature by ex-

e

“
g,

the researcher, instead of observing natural occurrences as

perlmentally manlpulatzng the Student paper.

rate the quallty of the rewritten paper.

5

-

[

dlmen51on of dontent or form and tien see how such rewrltlng
After the student writes the paper,

Judges then

The researcher,

who created certaln_characterlstlcs in the rewritten essay,
can determrnetheextent to which the manipulations influenced
tal approach is akin to one

Such an expe r11:7f.

the ratings.

suggested by Hiller, Marcott s and Martln (1969):
{

if a given characteristic is present in an essay,

does that characteristic affect the essay’s qual-
,ity as reflected in the grade assigned by expert

To answer this question we should have
to manlpulate thre quality and quantity of relevant
category items under an experlmental procedure.

My

I did

' graders°

For my study, I decided to manibulate characteristics
atings.

(p. 27%)

in esseys to examine the influence of papers on
flPSt problem was qn}ch characterlstlcs to manlpulate.
‘ theory of
,(Aj?jPedagog-

not base my choice of characteristics on any one
Instead, I selected four very broad, bu
content, orgarization, sentence

discourse.
ically 1ngerestfng categories: I
More precise features, which fall

P
under these broad categories, such as the number of spelling

structure, and mechanics.
NP ' . <~ N =
errors or the length of the essay, had been the focus of many
{
of the correlational studies in the first type cited earlier.
However, for a first experimental study, I thought it wise to

manipulate general characteristiés so that in future studies

¢
b .
Y

on the influence of characteristics in papers on ratings the
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features of the influential ‘general categories cduld be ‘ \

I
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-

1nvest1gatgd

« . I next rewrote‘essays of. moderate quallty to be elther

stronger or weaker 1n the four categorles of cdontent, organi-

-

zation, sentence structure,’ and mechanlcs.,‘Exactly how to

perform the rewritiTg proved to be a very,cqmplex problen"

~wh£ch I diseuss in detail in a separate section. (
In almost/everx\eqrfelational study some aspect of con-

tent or a marker ef content (e.g., essay length) predicted

ratings. Based on this finding I posited one hypothesis

about the effects of the rewriting: 'essays rewritten to be

strong in content would be rated significantly higher than

those rewritten to be weak in content.  The findings of past

studles about the relatlonshlp between judges' ratings and
the quallty of the organization, sentence structure, and .
mechanics were not so consistent, making it-difficult ta
predict the potential effect of rewriting in these threel
cateéories. Nevertheless, my experlment would allow me to -
determine the eféects og these pedagoglcally 1nterest1ng
characterlstlcs on ratings too. i _
»

College students in two dlfferent requlred writing sec- '
tions at each of four Bay Area colleges wrote essays fdé ‘the

study. The collegesw which ranged in type from hlghly select,

private-schqdls to open-admissions,'public schools, prbvided

_\writers representlng a wide range of abilities. According to

Cass and BlrnbaUm s (1972) most recent descrlptlons of admls-

sions crlterla, the schools in order friom most to least .
L) v "

selective admissions requirements weré: Stanford University,

~

/




“‘Hayward, and San Jose City College.
i p o, .

N

[
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'

University of $anta'ﬁlara, California State University at ;

+ L
.

The classes at each oo
s¢hool were obtain d on the recommendation of the depaftment

chair who ‘was asked to suggest two "typical" classes taught

4 «

by dlfferent teachers.

Students wrote tHe essays in class on one of eight .
. 1 , . R ’ R . \ R
topics designed to elicit essays in the .argumentative mode

of discourse. The toépics elther asked students to compare
and contrast two quotatlons or’ to !!-ue thelr opinion on a

current,

controversial issue. le of each type of

topic follows:

"Get what you can, and what

1. ¥ Founding Father said:

. you get hold; 'Tis -the
Stone that will turn
all your Lead into Gold."

A contemporary writer saldfg "If it feels good,

Y do it."1
” §
. What do these two statements say? Explain how they .
are alike and how they are different.
2. President Ford gave Nixén an "unconditional pardon."

Do you agree or disagree with Ford's dec1s1on° Give

reasons for taklng your pozzflon
A student(wn{tlng on one of eacigof the eight topics was
selected from each c}ass to participate in .an earlier study.2
The papers pt these same eight students from each class were
used’as.the basis for the rewriting in this study. 1In all,
there were eight student essays on each of eight topics, a
In’the earlier study, four judges rated

each essay holistically.

total of 64 papers.

Of thé eight student essays on each

L ]

topic, the four rated to be most average .in quality in the .

earlier study were selected for experimental rewriting-in this
-,

. 7

-s
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REWRITING
METHOD

. . [
study. The‘otheg,four, which were not ‘rewritten, were.the
two which had been rafed highest and the two which had been

rateﬂ lowest ‘on each tOplC‘ln the earller study. These non-

nammienessays “served té\establlsh the rellabLllty of the
1 .
ratings in thls study. . - ‘ |

’ < -

Because of the. dearth of operational definitions for - -

. . -
strength and weakness of content, organization, sentence
\

. ‘ .
struéture, .and mechanié¢s, I poridered,rat first, haw to under-

4 \

take the rewriting task.“,f decided on the’set of procedures
N . ,
in Table 1. ' ! - o '

a

.

sert Table 1 about here

To validate the rewriting procedures, I trained two different
students to rewrlte. If the two students and I as. independent

rewrlters produced no s1gn1flcantly different results in essay

ratings, T then .could obtain a measure of the effects of re-

writing the four categories to be weak or strong on the

ratlngs of the .essays., Furthermore, the fact“that it would

.

. be poss1ble to traln others to follow the rewrltlng procedures

cons1stently indicates that tbe rewriting could be replicated. _
ReWritiﬁg tpe content category to be weak brought one

major ¢onstraint: Wheh the content was made weak, the organ-

ization couid never bé made strong. It would have been an

exercise in absurdity to attempt.to order %ﬂlogical ideals

*loglcally or to order and transition approprlately a group of

1nherent}y unrelated 1deas. ".Thus, there were’ twelve possible
rewriting combimations:

Y

¢
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C =' Content ' + = Strong

0 = Organization . -
SS = ‘Sentence Structure - - = Weak

M = Mechanics 4

(1) +C, +0, +8S, +M : "“
(2) +C, +0, #SS, -M - .
(3) +c, +0, -SS, +M :
(4) +C, +0, -8S, -M
(5) +C, -0, +SS, +M
(6) +C, -0, +SS, =M ) . - -
(7) +Cc, -0, =SS, +M ’
‘ (8) +C, -0, -SS, -M
(9) -C, -0, +SS, +M -
(10) -Cc, -0, +SS, -M | ‘ o
(11) -€¢, -0, -SS,. +M - o
(12) -¢, -0, -SS, -M . . -

¥

As rewriters we had a commitment to create’ a revised:
paper that retained;_ihsofar as possible, the sense qf\the
original essay. We attempted to highlight. the streng%hs and
anknesses &n each category‘iﬁ-éach paper. Nevertheless, the

act of highlighting often produced a new paper substantially :

unliké the original. In Spite of how unlike the original a

_rewritten vepsion became, we remained committed to rewrite

papers to be like the papérs students actué}ly proauced.
Still, the rewriting éimed to reproduce only the reasonable
extremes of strength and weakness.for each category. Papers

were never rewritten to be average in any category.

-~

The rewriting was performed in layers:' content first,

\ : .

then organization, then sentence structure, and finally

mechanics. When an earlier layer was rewritten as strofig and ,

, P . .
a later one wWas rewritten as weak, the rewriters had ;g{ge

extpemely careful not to” obscure the strength of eleabiigr

. category with the weakness of the latter. Whén rewriting

content to be strong, weaknesses in organiiation, sentence
: 1 .

structure, Qr mechdnics were not allowed to obscure the ideas '

L




REWRITING
DESIGN

] and the development of those ideas, ' Similarly, when rewriting
" not allowed to obscure the strength of the' sentences. C

“to 1nclude all p0331b1e spe01flc features in an essay that

residual stréngths. Because I used only four category hedd- |,

. . ’ .

sentence structure to be strong, weaknesses in mechanics were,

-

Finally, the four hroad rewriting categories were defined

- v

1 4

relate to its quality. Thus, if a comp051tlon was rewrltten

to be strong in every broad rewrltlng category,- then it would

Ll

have no residual weaknesses. ‘L;kew1se, ifr a composition was

rewritten to be weak in every category, it would have no

ings, some features related to esaay qgality did.no? fi% under
any particular categofy _For example, the feature word phoice'
seemed to fit under none of the category headings. In.fact, ‘ -
word " ch01ce fit under both the content and ‘the sentence struc-
ture headings. Some changes in word ch01be affected the
elarity of presentafion,of an ideaj; they were included ﬁnder
canfent. Oﬁher changes aifected the parallel structure of a

-

séntence; they were incdluded under senténce structure. Other

changes, which were purely matters of diction, were arbitrarily

placed’'under sentence structure..

-

This section discusses the plan for rewriting the four

.student papers on each of the eight topics. First, each of

the papers was rewritten in three different versions each.
Each original essay was keyed to three of the twelve possible
rewriting combinations listed earlier. The four essays, each

rewritten in three versions, made twelve versions on each //

-topic. The twelve rewritten verlsions on each topic ,represehted

- ~
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the‘twelveopossible rewritten versions. Across the eight
. . ' . ol . ol
topics, with twelve rewritten versions per topic, there were
o) . ’ g , , .
96 rewritten papers. . .

-

_ In tHe end because of the constralnt against comblnlng

. . 'weak content and strong organlzatlon, two-thlrds of the 96
rewritten papers (N= 64) were strong in content; one-third
., (N= 32) were Strong in organization’ Half (N= 48) were strong,

in sentence structure, and half were strong in mechani¢s. Of

) * course, tne,remainder for each category was weak in that v ‘
/ . . S e
- category. : “

.

REWRITING Two Stanford University sophoiores helped the’in9esti-
PROCEDURE - T ot
‘gator perform the rewr&ting in return for course credit. All

h rewriters first®practiced applying the,dperatfonal-definitions
for-strength and weakness -in the ‘four categcries (Table 1) o
tralnlng essays, in order to establish and def;ne “common
ground as readers and wr1ters. Durlng practlce a11 rewrlters
independently rewrote the same essay accordinf o the same
rewriting combinations, tnen énch?nged rewrites and discussed
points of agreement and disagreenent. During the ‘actual re-

, .

L . . :
. writing\one rewriter always wrote all -three versions of an

-essay. A second rewriter checkedsthe rewriting, and“the th1rd

'.‘;“ n s \a

TR . remained unlnvolved

- « \

BVALUATING o Twelve evaluators were chosen according to the follow1ng .

vt

DESIGN
' criterla: (1) strength of professional recommendations,

| ”

(2) quantlty of teaching experiente’, and (3) educational back-

|
ground, All were hlghly recommended teachers on the staff of
Stanford's freshman English program. I placed the‘evaluators

into three types from most (type 1) to least (type 3) tgaching

£

.
EY ’ . ’ y .
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the twelve posslble rewritten verslons. Across the eight

topics, w1th twelVe rewrltten versions per topic, there were

96 rewritten papers.

[}

\

. .. - ¥ oo
In the end, because of the constraint against combining

v
e,

weak cdntent and strong organiiation; two-thirds of the 96

,rewrltten papers (N 64) were strong in content, one-third

(N= 32)'were strong in organlzatlon. Half (N= 48) were,strong

Y

in Sentence structure;, and half were strong in mechan1¢s OfA

-course, the remainder for each category was wéak in that

f . : 4§ : i
_cate ory. « '

« hd

Two Stanford University sopliomores helped the in?esti-
; . . ) o - }
gatpn perform the rewriting in return for course credit. All

.

) rewriters first“practiced applylng the operatlonal deflnltlons

‘for-strength and weakness -in the, four categorles (Table 1) to

.

traﬁhlng essays, in order to establi and def;ne common

N

3

ground as readers and wrlters. Durlmg practlce all rewrlters

1ndependent1y rewrote the same essay accordlng to the same

rewrltlng comblnatlons,,then excthged rewrltes and d1scussed

points of agreement and disagreement. During the ‘actual re-

& § - v
L [ [ . . L3 I\
wr1t1ng\one.rewr1ter always wrote all three versions of an

‘essay. A second rewriter checkedathe rewriting; and “the tyird

' N 1
- %
remained unlnvolved,

Twelve‘evaluators were chosen according to the fellowing

¢

criteria: (1) strengxh of professional recommendations,
(2) qnantlty of teaching exper1enée, and (3) educatlonal back-
ground, All were hlghly recommended teachers on thg staff of
Stanford's freshman English prdgram. I placed the‘evaluators
into three types fromlmost'(type 1) to least (type 3) tgaching

. X » . . . 4
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experie@ce and education. Evaluators were divided into four
. t 7 - : et . . t

“ N

reading grougs'of three judges each.. Each%group rated'essaYs ..

“ on two of the eight topics. , The different types of evaluators
- . £l ' - n v . N

were balanced a&ross th$,géoups in order to avoidplacing a

= e ghoup of less experlenced evaluators together. ST '

* s Tralnlng and readlng pa%kets were compllep'for eaqh h rater

L4

for each toplc. The tralnlng packets contal/ed hollstlc scopr-
b - TR

ing forms and two tralnlng essays typlcal of those in the

v .
experimental set. In the reading packets two supplemental

-

P { tralhlng essays were ‘followed by eight experlmental student
d : &
Y-S - essays. Of the eignt experimental essays all three evaluators

in each group received the four essays that had not been re- ',

ertten. The four remaining essays in the experimental set

* were selected "for each judge from .those that had been rewrlt-

ten. Fach of the thee evaluators received one of the three

. 2 §
» versions 9of each of fhe four rewritten essays. The rewritten
‘o g:‘& B . ¢
versions were assigned to evaluators according to a balanced

. plan. The order of the eight experimental essays was random-

E N e -
7 ized .for edch evaluator. .os
1 i - 4 7

EVALUATING The evaluations took place on four consecutive days. One

PROCEDURE® . ‘ -

s group of three evaluators rated essays on two of the eight
topics on the first day; a second group of three evaluators

‘ * rated essays on another two of the eight topics on the second

. day,'and so on. EacH group of evaluators was informed that
college students h&d produced the essays. The fact that some

¥
essays had been rewritten was concealed from the evaluators.

All essays were typed. ) i

v’ -




A

RELIABILITY

content, organization,

. r . . ) ._.Q ) * 10

| ) '
% : I

Before ratlng any essays "the group of evaluators dlscussed

I m

thelr expectatlons for a good essay on the first toplc they

WOuld rate. Then, they ratéd the fLrst tWO training essays

' N

Jrom the training packe/( using the four-point holistic scaie.,

.
v .

After ratlng the ‘training essays, they dlscussed w1th the i

“
9

trainer and with each other thelr reasons for as31gn1ng the

. . . o

scores they did. 1If they evidenced a, dlfference of two or

more points on the four-poxnt hollst;c scale, the trainer

tried,to guide them to understand and reconcile their differ-

v

ences. Raters were never forced to agree.

After discussing these training essays, the evaluators

received their reading packet on the first topic . and hegan the

v

holistic ratings. If the judges dlsagreed with one another
on scores for the optional tralnlng essays in the readlng
packet, the reading was interrupted to continue training with

these optional training essays. This same procedure was

'repeated for the second topic. ' o

The group of judges first gave hollstlc evaluatlons to

all essays n both toplcs. After completing "both hOllSth
evaluation sessions, the judges were asked to provide a more

-

detailed evaluation for the rewritten essays on each topic.
For these essays, the judges had to determine whether the.

sentence structure, and mechanics was

weak or strong. The fact that these essays had been rewritten

to be weak or strong in these fourlcategories was still con-
cealed from the judges.

To assess the reliability of the judges' ratings, I used

the Cronbach alpha (Cronbach, 1970, p. 159; Calfee and Drum,

£l

11 -

+ 3

N

.
\
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* Before ratlng any essays “the group of evaluators dlscussed

thelr expe tatlons for a gooed essay on the first t0p1c theyf .

\ { ~ would rat Th n, they ratéd the first two tralnlng essa%s )
from the ning packet, using the four-po;nt holistic scale. _
R After rating'%he training essays, they d1scussed with the

Q

trainer and with each other their reasons for asslgnlng the

N ~,

scores they did. If they evideneed a dlfference of two or

more points an' the four-point holistic scale, the trainer ¥
.. : tried to guide them to understand and reconcile their differ-

-

. i ences. Raters were never forced to agree. ) -

4 L]

., |
b After ‘discussing these training essays, the evaluators

: . S . ,
received their reading packet on the first topic.and began the

hollstlc ratings. TIf the judges disagreed.with one another
on scores for the optiodnal tralﬁing essays in the readlng

packet, the‘readlng ‘was 1nterrupted to continue training with

-

these optional training essays. This same procedure was

-

N repeated for the second topiec. - -

* . The group of judges first gave hollst1c evaluations to

-« -

, all essays»on both toplcs.' After completing both hollst1c

' evaluation sessions, the judges were asked to proV1de a more

- L4

detalled evaluatlon for the rewritten essays on each toplc

' Por these essays, the judges had to determlne whether\the

leﬁ content, organization, sentence structure, and mechani
ueak or strong. The fact that these essays had been
to be weak or strong in these fou; categories
cealed from the judges.. ;
RELIABILITY ' To assess the rellablllty of the judges' (ratlngs, I used

the Cronbach alpha (Cropbach,.1970, p. 159; Calfee and Drum, &

. ) » ef :

: .. 11
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. 1976, p..14). Théjreliabilityﬂfof the ratings given by eaéh
o ggouﬁ of judges was detexrmined by comparing the ratings the
- - different judges ¥n a group assigned to ‘the four papers on

/{ . ~ A a . .,u
~| -~ each topic that had not bgzn rewritten. =~ All ratings proved

. highly reliable. The reliability scores,wifhin eéqh group of
: N o > .
raters ranged from .86 to .96. Thus, these reliability seores

for the non-rewritten papers sugges ¢hat the réxings of the
rewritten papers were also quite reliable., .o . ﬁﬁ

}RBSULTS OF I first examined the main results of the experiment, the
REWRITING . .

effeats of fewriting;strong and weak content, ofganization,

sentence structure, and mechanics on the raters' holistic o=

LENEEN

scores. . With an analysis of variance, I measured whether
each rewriting characteristic contributed significantly to

the- difference in the scores thetrafers'gave (Table 2). My

¢ -

> hypothesis, that essagé‘reﬁritten to be strong in content
\ 1' A

Insert Table 2 about. here

would be rated significantly higher than those rewritten to
“be weak in content, waskconfifmeg. The largest main effect

- of the rewriting was for the content wariable. "The éfgaﬁiza—;
. ) - S
| . . . N . . e
. tion variable also proved to have a highly significant effect

on the judges' scores. Mechanics too had. its effect.' Addi-’

tidnally, there were significant interactions between organi-
L A ]
zation and mechanics and: bétween organization and sentence
~ $.
. ) ,
structure. ‘ < '

’

Table 3 helps explain these main results. It presents

' the mean scores for papers rewritfen to be strong and those
. ( . )

x

g

i‘r
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., Insert Table 3 about here’ - :

. - .
-y v ' .
\

)

It reveals'that theé difference befween the @verage

*papers weak in fontent and the average ,score given

strong in content differed by 1.06 points; Since the;maiimum
possible difference between the average scores was éﬁpéints

. -

(on the-l to 4 holistic scale), a difference of over one
point is quite large. ‘Strong vergus weak rewriting in organ-

1zatlon also 1¢d to' a difference of about 1 p01nt. The effect

of mechanlcs and sentence structure rewré%lng was about 1/2 )

and 1/4, p01nt, respect}vely. .

. T - - g'\
The interactions between organlzatloq,and mechanlcs and

* i .
- - ey

organization and sentence structure 1n.these main results -

-

show that only if the essaglhad strong organlzatlon did, the.

-

Qgt{en%th or weakness of the mechanlcs and sentence structure -

.matter (Table 4). -If the organization ‘was strong, the

. ° -
P ! [ ~ - R
g ? - i £ o

L4 ’ * 'S . ’ @
' . Inseirt Tablée 4 about bere i ] ' .

.mechanlcs rewrltlng caused almost an ent1relp01nt dlfference

between the strong and weak essays' average scores, In the
4 . ¥
same sltuatlon, sentence structure rewriting caused’ about a -

AN

1/2 paint dlfﬁerence.' The re1at10n between organlzation and

hd \

mechahics was more 51gn1f1cant than that between organhization,

»
»

and sentence structure5 _ . .

’

In SUMmMAYY , thé main results of the réwriting showed that

the Q6st slgnlflcagt 1nf1uence on raters' scores 'is the

.

0




v -«

strength qf the content of the essay . The. second meSt‘i ort-
A gt Q« mp

"

*‘ant dnfl ﬁjétlroved to be the ifrength of the organlzatlo%

¥, The third signlflcantwanfluence was the

" dtrength_of the mechanlcs.; Fprthermore;' the strengthfai.the

. . ) mechanlcs was most important when the organlzatlon ‘was strong,

Lo of that

and because the sentence structune alone was 1n31gn1flcant, B
'. . "'l‘. ~
the'strength of the’sentence structure was 1mpj;tant only

e - »* ’

-

when th@ organlzatlon &%\\strong. -

EVALUATORS' I next prepared to examine a secondary set of ma1n
PERCEPTIONS . - v ) .
REWRITERS' results. Instead of using the~actua1 rewrlting as ;he in~-
INTENEIONS ! - -
o FMd@Pendent varlable, I wished to eXamlne the hollstlc ratings

¢ accordlng to the raterS' perceptlons of the strength or weak-

ness of -each of the rewrltten categories. ‘The raters per—
ceptlons were determlned by thet 1ndlcat10n of the1r judgment
' of the strength or weakness of \the rewritten categories of the

- ~ 3

- . ‘rewritten essays. However, be fore * I could examine the reSults

/

using the-raters' perceptlons it was flrst\necessary to measure
L4 >
., how well the raters' perceptions of the strength or weakness

of the rewr1tten categorles matched w1th the way the rewriters
1nfended to rewrite them. If the match was exact,. there would

be~no reason to seek these secondary results. Sinceithe cate-

gories were rewritten to be extremely strong or weak, I expected

the raters to perceive the rewriting ‘accurdateély for the most
nart even “though they were notrgiven the criteria for the’

- ~ - - 3 . 4 .
S R rewriting. . » ’

Table 5 specifies the overall percent of mateh and mis~

‘4

match for each category. Raters usually judged the strength




- o R . . i . B . - L ll{
. . . . .

and weakness.of the‘categéries accurately, although they did -

-

-

: ] . Inserf Table 5 about here ' -

. . <

: *
é " . I3

. - '. . . [} ’ . .’ .’
not always. The content category proved most difficult for

the raters to assess; organization was next in difficulty

.
4

followed b& seﬁfencg structure and then mechanics. This order

W

o . ‘

-~ to seems quite logical; the evaluators' overall perceptions'ofﬁ
l’ S, ! » ’
?¢j the different categories matched with ‘the rewriters' inten- .
' tiors a lower percent of the time for the more difficult to "
. : . . 7
define, abstradéts categories than for the more objective,
concrete categories. : ‘ ]
. . & ° . ¢ , [4
EVALUATORS' Since the evaluagors' perceptionsof the quality of the ~ )
. PERCEPTIONS U . e . ’ / )
AND THEIR content, organization, sentence structure, and mechanigs. of
HOLISTIC - =

EVALUATIONS the essay did.not match th? rewriters' inteﬁtiéns exactly, I
next examined the secondary set of major reéhlts; the rglation-
o - ship between raters' perceptions and their hpiigtfﬁ éqores.
. The evaluators' perceptions of the’strenggﬁ/qr weékness of the
L. ’ content, organlzatlon, sentence structure, and mechanics becéme
! the 1ndependent varlables in theoana1y31s of variance rather
théan tQ@Vactual rewriting for the caf;gorles Table 6 shows

‘ ' &

"4

‘ . 2 / X
Insert Table 6 aboét‘here N T .
. : » ; . ' :
“ R ‘s -~ 4

that the results for content and organizat;bn were similar to

-
Lt

those found in the main results detailed earlier. But other
findings proved different. Perceived mechanics, this tinme,

did not contribute significantly to the evaluators' scores;

perceived sentence structure did. None of the peréeived

N,



' [ - . ‘s
: .
. -k ~ 15
P - B
,
H )

.. quallty Categorleé 1nteracted 31gn1flcant1y with one another.

43

<. Table 7 shows..a comparlson qf the average difference between

’ -
// k]

o ¥

insert-Tgble'? about here’

! L4

4 7/ v . - L]

. - . . . L o, ) :
_ratings on the perceived strong and weak level of each cate-
74 : ki M * ’

gory across all of the rewritten essays. .
1Y .

, ' R .
. DISCUSSION . In the interpretatioﬁ*of the results, several areas

deserve mention. First, all metHods 'of analysis show the most

. n
’

important influences on. the raters' scores were the content

- ’ and then the organization of the essdy. These two aspects of
the written text merit the speeial attention of the writing
student, féaqher, and regeérchgr. ‘Sentence structure and. - -

mechdnics proved much 1éss significant influences on holistic
. e - » ™ .

a
v

« . judgments.: v . .

- ’ ) &
Because the influence of senténce structure and mechanics

%

are neither as sfrong nor-as comsistent as the influendes of i

» L8 Ed

* ) . L3 ‘ b .
- _ content ‘and organization, raters are probably less conscious

of the effects of thége less impé%tant influences. The effects

~

of ig/jigge structure anq\mechanlcs and the interactions of

. {thes categorles w1th Organlzatlon differ between the analysis

. . using the actual rewrltlng as the dependent measure and the

analysis using the“judges” perceptions of the quality of the’

“
[

.4
rewritteq'categories‘as‘the dependent measure. The differ- X

P _ences suggest that the judges' perceptions would have them
claim . that tﬁeir:hplidtic ratings were 'not weighted on the

st - - s

i

rewriting categories in the ways the analysis according to. the
RN R, ) - .
rewriting shoygd them to be. Raters seem-to perceive that




]

v

]

Ll
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(they\give: (1) less. credit for the conventions of standard

edited English (mechanlcs) (2) ‘more credit forrwell-formed,

graceful sentences (sentence structure), and (3) discrete

credit for.the four rewriting~categories

T,

Two rater§ were disqualified -from the research because'

the frequency of their misjatch was more than two standard

deViations above the mean. These raters also exhibited a

dlgéfrent pattern of mlsmatch from the others. They mismatched .
"‘"*»" S

' on all’cate ories, and the mlsmatched more than the others on
=4

fhe more objective categories, mechanics and sentence struc-

ture. The raters who did not show frequent mismatch tended

b

to cluster their mismatch on content or organization, mis-

matching mostly on only one category. Perhaps raters' abil=- -

ities to perceive the quality of rewritten categories within

essays could be used to test .their competen?e before choosing

them to participate in evaluation Brojects.
The raters, both in their mismatch'patterns and with_

‘their holistfﬁﬁfcores, showed a 'significant tendency to
o,

evaluate #tuggﬂﬁsb writing neg&tiyely In all categories when
theip gfrceptions did not mafch the rewriters' : intentions,

they judged strong rewriting as weak more of the time than

L}
&

not. Also, the distributibn of the holistic scores was skewed

—4

- toward the lcwer~end of the scoring ra e. ~Conlan,(1976) at =

Educational Testing Service corroborated this tendency of

readers to rate negatively, "Unfortunately, no reader--
, . . \

experienced or inexperienced--seems to need assurance about

A

(3 . ! 3 ) . 4 - . )
giving out 2's-and 1's, [lowest scores on four-point holistic

scale];‘what\all readeés seem to need from time to time is the

5
. v - = A

’ . . 1"" /
{ . . ' '

v
-
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r . . <

reminder that not all the papers are '2' papers or 'l' papers"

J . r 17,

-

4

(p. 4). Perhaps evaluators should be less reluctant to com-

-
v .

pliment student writing. ‘ '

d

Oneﬁ%imitation of this gtudy is the difficulty in inter-

preting the exact results of the rewriting. When each category

-

" was' rewritten;f' several aspects of the category were rewr:.tten
at once. The.exact aspects of the category which influenced

raters' reactions to that particular category remain unknown; i.

and are a topic for further study. It is possible that the
¥
’ raters reacted to the rewriting,of'all-of the aspects for each.

category. It is equally'possible that they reacted to some
part or combination ofeparts of the rewriting ‘For example,
' perhaps order but not tranSitions was what influenced ﬁsters éz
in the organization rewrite. Broad areas of%influence on ‘
raters? 5udgments hage been,identified;athe more preCise |
finfluences need to be examined ' ,:' < ' K

'
A second limitation 1$ the homogeneity of the raters in’

3 ’ " this study. They éere carefully'defiﬂed as a select homo-

. geneous group of college writi$§‘teachers from a major univer-
sity. It would be interesting’igii%arn how other rategs wo d
, react. Joseph Williams (1977),rrewriting essays in nomingluz
and verbal styles, compared the responses of severargégpes of
evaluators who thought they were eyaluatxng for different d]'
reasons. His judges included new graduate studentsy?FV??W“’Aﬂ
Master of Arts in Teeching program, experienced college English
professors,.and evaluators who regularly read essays for a

state proficiency examination. Some evaluators thought they

were helping a fe1fow graduate student with a research project; .
. . Q . N

.
. . ' a
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. t
'

others thought they were determining the'reliability of a
'g} ' eallege writing examination,, He found’that different types
of raters preferred different types of essays. Some groups
. » “preferred a nominal style; others‘perferfed’a verbal style.

PEDAGOGLCAL 'If soc1ety values content and orggnlzatlon as much as the
~SIGNIFICANCE
raters in this prOJect did, then accordlng to the deflnltlons

<

of contenY and organization used in this study, a pedagogy for

—

teaching writing should aim first to help students devklop
their ideas logically,‘being sensitive to thé approp 1ate_ . ﬂ
, amount of explanation necessary for the dudience.  Then it

:shnﬂd focus on teaching studenxs to’ organlze the~developed

-

ideas so that they would be dasily understood and favorably

£ evaluated. The intergction between organization'End mechanics

. . N = F v
and’ organization and sentence structgre,'shqwing that the °

quality of the mechanic$ and sentence structuré mattér most

. when the organization is strong, points even more strong}yﬁto
a pedagogy aimed at Yeaching the skills of organization before
Iy * ) /
\ .

— YN .
or at least alongside those of mechanics and sentence structure.

°It'seeﬁs today that many college level curricuig begin
- . \ .
with a focus on helping students correct mechanical and syn-

»
PO

. . tactic problems rather than with the more fundamental .aspects
" of .the discourse. It is 1onrtant to supplement phes;‘currl- g’

cula with carefully planned curricula for téachlng content and

. ¢
orgarization. Certainly, because of the excellent research

.

in ‘the area of written sentence.structure (Hunt, 1965; Mellon,

1969; Q'Hare, 1971; Christensen, 1967%F and bécause of the ob-

jective nature of‘gﬁe mechanical rules for standard edited .

» ‘

English, sentence structure and mechanics have become easier

ERIC | — . 13




- “+to teach than content and organization. The English profes-
L J ) v ) v BN

sion knows more about teaching, evaluating, and doing resedarch
on Sentence’styucture and Rechanics than on the less objective
¢ areas of contént and organizatien.. Conceivably, instruction \

- N . . 2 - .
v in ‘'strengthening sentence structure or mechahics could result

1

in strong content or organization.. But such‘a hypothesis has

~N

.. ‘not been tested. q ' f ‘ L. )
. o0 Scholars*}ike Donald Murray (1968), Ken Macrorie (13870 ),
: and Pet 5W (1973) have advocated college wr1t1ng currlcula

centered around the larger 1eve1s of the discourse However,
aithough Murray, Macrorie, and Elbow offer pedagoglgalhﬁug-
gestlons for encouraglng students to find and expand their

L%
ideas,- they do not offer ds complete’ pn as well deflned a

pedagogy as, say, Christensen does for syntax in The ChrlsteﬂSen

! "Rhetoric Program (1968). Other schééars, like' Kenneth Burke
(1945), D. Gordon Rohmann (1965), and Young, Becker, and Pike
(19706) have contributed to developing a modern theory of in-

vention. Young; Becker, and Pike, "in part;cular, have(devel-‘

oped heuristic procedures for elping students retrieve,

e L ¢

analyze, and order their ideas ¥or a particular audience.

. Besides such work in invention,'with pedagogies'focused' ’: :
primarily on idea generation, mare research focusing on how to
analyze, teach, and eValuate the logical development of the
already generated ideas (content) and the technlques used fon
ordering and maklng transitions between thosé& ideas (organi-
‘zation) is badly needed hefbre'more concrete ‘pedagogies can

. , “ -
. evolves .

Y
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CONCLUSIONS ' The methodology employed in th1> experlment pPOVldeS a

framework for studying the evaluat101 of student writing in
_many other contexts. Certainly the following aspects of the
: v .

evaluation process deserve attentiont

. 4 <
’ - N .

(1) the more exact effects of.the rewrltlng (what
" within the categories 1nfluences the evaluators,
does the influence .work in | '‘a continuum-~if so, R
where are the critical spots on the co t1nuum°),
« /
> (2) evaluatlons given Ry dlfferent kinds of ewvaluators
. . " (e.g., peers, classroom teachers with varylhg ‘
P ) . amounts of experience who teach different sdbﬁe
. to different ages, teachers from non—mainstrea;cxfp‘\\\\\\L\
> cultural groups, teacher trainers); ST

P ' -

\ v N
. (3) the evaluation of papers written by students from v

- ] i other age groups (elementary through senlor high
, school) . \ ; "4

*C

' ! (4) the evaluation of ‘papers written in other medes " 3
Y, ’ of discourseg (at least narratlve or some expressive.
- . modes of wyiting). «
, O .0 - L
* I believe a moré in-depth and mjre preciée investigation -

of the aspects within the two most influential rgwriting'
- , . " . - , b 1 . ’l 2

categories’, content and organization;°is the most important
e and the most promising area for future research. 1In this
study much of the rewrltlng in these categorles was don

3¢ ‘,1ntu1t1vely Now that some/aspects of content and org

R « )

tion have been proven powerful‘lnfluences on evaluaﬁgrs‘

]
13

H
4 . Jddgment s the precise aspects of content and organlzatlon“9 -
A .

'1
A

that 1nfluence evaluators must be explored ‘more cardfully
. Schemes for the llngalstrc analyses of texts (e.g. KlDéSCh ’
" A "197u) mlght provide a foundatlon “for more careful experimen-
tatlon in these aspects of wrltlng\ Out of such exploratlons
'\ a sou;o basis for developlng curricula focused on teaehlng -
’ .the skills of content_and organization can eYolve; » ‘ | »

<

8

e
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By using experimental research to learn more about the

. evaluation Process, educators will be able to develop more o

L

efficient and fairer meansiof evaluation. Teachers as well
. ' as researchérs need to know how to evaluate the quality of

. student writing. Discoveries of the bases of evaluators'

. .

: responses will contribute to a set of definitions of what

evaluators see" as good wrltlng. mbese definitions then can -

.
- . v -

be examined cr1t1cally and those cri iteria of. good writing that ‘
seem sound can be inéorporated,into pedagogy and ipto traiping
evaluators of student writing. Ong of the first -steps in

- ﬁﬂimproving’the evaluation and teaching of student writ}ng is

g - 2
= \
.

understanding how evaluators evaluategas they do. .
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and/or add.

TABLE 1
'"REWRITING RULES

_Content

- ———————— —— —— - - — - - - - -

Ve 1, Delete all misinter- |. 1. Retain all misinter-

e " pretations aof | pretations of |
quotations; add | quotations; agd one -
sound reinterpre- | misinterpretationﬁif-
tations. | none are present. .-

2. Delete ideas not | 2. Retain all ideas pnot
relevant to the topic [ .relevant to 'the topic.
— unless they can be | Do not add extra
j; made relevant. If no | irrelevant ideas.
ideas in the paper | . .
are relevant, either | 5 ‘
justify their | :
inclusion or pull |
together possible | '
. relationships. l ,
3. Delete repetition of | *3. * Include repetition of
entire arguments. = | ™ entire arguments.
N '%u Take remaining ideas )| 4. Take remaining ideas
‘ and: develop, resolv and: delete development,’
logical contradictions]| include contradictions
: within ideas, clarify | within ideas, make
(this involves-changes| ideas unclear and
in word choice). o ambiguous (this involves
: | changes in word choice).
i ecmmmmmmmm—m e ——————————
" **Include” is used throughout this Table to mean retaim
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TABLE l--continued ”
' / .
brganizétion '
Strong ‘ Weak S i
------------- o - --—--&43;‘.,;;._--—--_..____ - e s -
l, Paragraph apprOma. . | 1. 1Include three mjs- - |
"~ priately._ s oo paragraphings per .
' < 258 word page. )
2. Order ideas logically.]! 2. Violate logical order
Respect rules of | by separating develop- .
given-new informatipn.| ment of a main idea )
Keep main’ideas to- |’ (thgee times per two : B
‘gether. | pagés). Violdte 3 "
, o glven-nqw strategies. -
3. . Include approprlate -3, Delete inter and

|
. inter and intra |
paragraph transitions:|
repeat key words I
apd use transition |
" words and phrases |
appropr iatelys. “ }

R ¥
D 2
/ frad
- - - —— - - o - - —— -
A%
—— et e e e e e e o o e .
. o,
<
/
™~
N o, -y
N v
Y\
4 \ -
-
x i
} .
- {
{
\\,
A )
/ \ ’ N
7 - s
- - ~-
¢
b
v
N
Ny,
- IR

intra paragraph

transitions: vary

the lex1cal items « . ¥
chosen for key words

and avoid using

transition words and

phrases appropriately.

~ 1




‘gether. - oy

" .appropriately. .

%

«
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- TABLE l--continued

—
brgangzé;iqn
Strong
Paragraph appro=, ) | 1.
pr;ately. s |
|
Order ideas loglcally. 2.

Respect rules of
given-new information.
Keep main“ideas to=

inter and intra
paragraph transitions:
repeat key words ‘
and, use transition

|

|

|

|

|

|
Include appropriate : 3.

|

|

|

words and phrases |

|

l

s

Include three mis-
paragraphings per

258 word .page.

Violate logical order
by separatlng develops
ment of a main idea
(three times per two
pages) Violate
glven-nqw strategies.
Delete . 1nter and

intra paragraph
transitiords: vary
the lexical items
chosen for key words
and avoid using -
transition words and
phrases- appropriately.
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1. Achieve an 1mmhture'

1. Combine and »balance .
syntactic stylE ‘include - a

|
sentences to achieve |
a mature syntacticr . | . simple; primer| sent-
"8style: refuce number | ences”(include| much .
‘. .of compound sentences; { " compounding) or include
|
. ¥
|
|
|
|

.

. . v untangle awkward and long, rambly, .uncon-
‘unclear- sentences, trolled, aw d sentences
. ‘include final ‘free . .delete grac&ful parallel-

modifiers and graceful ism,. include ! RN
... parallel structures,® verboseness. on| the ° Ny
. " ) - sentence levell .
~ ;‘“"@T‘"""""' _____ ———————— e e o et e e o e e :,\.\__..__..l‘. _________ -
.2+ “Vary sentence ) \! 2. ‘Include sentence .
/structure. - - . \L“ fragments and run ons. .
3. aIncfhde at least one | 3. ‘Delete advanceé - - ‘
...advanced Punctuation | punctuation markss:’
* “hark: semicolpn.or [ semicolon or colon. -\
M COlOl’l. h I c N ,
sttt NNl R AR LRI SV SV —-—
"4, "Use appropriate tensé l 4.,  Use 1nappropr1£te tense .
* and reference/between - | and reference between .
and wlthln entences. 1 and w1th1n sentences. ;
"5. Cﬂange any misused 'If 8+ Include mlsused words.
words. Do not alter ¢y a o
overall vocabulary- A | .
level. - o N I )

. . s [N '
. . N »
. 2 . - R4 r
. ‘ . \ . B
. .
. «
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’TABiE l--continued

Mechanics L

‘1. Follow conventions of
standard edited
English.

| 1. Commas. Violate at least L.
| ° three of the following
| rules:
“ | Comma before conjunction
L | in compound sentence. - @
oy . ; | Comma after introductory ;
I | adverbial clause. ‘' .
- | Comma within ‘ .
| quotation marks. Commas
| between words and phrase
| in series.

» ‘ -1 2. Quotation marks. Overuse®
S : : : and use inconsistently. .
: | Use to emphasize words.
: o | Forget to either open or
) " close gquotations.
. : 3. Possessives. Misuse "'s."

it when needed. Use
structures like "their's."

Capitalization. Omit for
proper names. Forget to
capita®ize first word of
sentences. Add inappro-
prnidately for emphasis.

5. Underlining. “Overuse and-
<, use 1nappropr1ately for
emphasis.’ \ ‘

] 6. Spelling. Include four or
| five errors per page.

The operatidnal definitions, the general rules we followed for rewriténg
all four categories to bde weak and strong, were adapted from descriptions
on enalytic rating scales (Diederich, 1974; Adler, 1972; yiRENEEm, 1977),
were bagsed on definitions used in past correlational research on readers’
. responses (Thompson, 1976), and also were based on critical analyses of
the strengths and weaknesses within the student papers written for this

Qs study L - “
CERICY, ' pg L
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- TABLE 2 .
¢
' ' ANA?YSIS OF VARIANCE FOI}( HOLISTIC SCO.RES: RE;WRITINGEFFECTS
™~ ‘. _ . ,
. g - 'Source | daf | MS | F1 ; | F2
L., e
Reader (R) Il .11 | .448 | ] ,
———————————————————————— l——————l———-b————— -——————————l— L SN - o
Content (Q) | 1 |© 9.868 || 37.78%%% | 3] 7@%%%
D bt L |==———e R Rt e T R e et
Organization (0) | 1 | 5.195 || 29.69%*%% .| 16,70%*%*
T ——— | smmrmm | = e e a2 [ ] Dt -
Sentence Structure (SS) * | l1 | 1.5 I 2.54 | 4,82
—— i | e e | == e | m=—mmr e -
' Mechanics (M) | -1 | 5.842 || 9. 77**J;lww£g 21%%* 7
_______________________ R e Dl [ S .l oot yeibas. 4
, e SR E— | = [ — ~ | bmmmm e
C X ss | 1 | 1.969 l* l« 6.30
e mtatatate Dt D e L LS | == e R e
CXM | 1 | 998 | } 3.18
———— e e | m————— | mmm e e ] D T
O X ss | 1 |- 3.767. | . | 12. 11**
e ke - — — — — —— - - — - - l —————— l ————————— l ——————— J—‘—— l —————————————
oXM | 1.1 6.155 | | 19.79%%%.
. e D |=————- | = | mmm e | === ittty
SS X M | 1 | .60t | | 0-
e e S . | == e [ Y [ | mm e e
&
Reader Interactions
R X.C I 11 | .261 | "
------------ -— e e e |
RXO- - ‘ { 11 1 .175 |
-------- ettt et Dt .
R X SS ' | 11 | 2591 | : =
———————— - - - - - — - l > - l - e e - - l
> R'X M- I -11 | .516 | L ‘
------------------------- e R e
Residual | 31 | 311 |
e Mt e LD b l---—--J------f--lp ' o
-))/;* p < .61 1,l1af F1l = 9.65 . F1 based on R by Source
**% p < .061 1,11df Fl F 19.69 .. . ‘
| .**p < g1l 1,31df F2 =, 7.56 . F2 based on residual
***p < .801 1,31df F2 =13.29 _error variance
. . - = ” '
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el TABLE 3 &
: N b ,
. N . .¢i ) . én ©
‘ /' MEAN HOLISTIC JUDRENTS (4 = highest, 1 = lowest)
: 4 : ; ) . .
’ ( “-Strong . - Weak Difference
‘ . o *Content E / N=64 | N=32
SR S -5 - B T 1.06
N T s e L e s H !-b‘. . - '-‘,\"s
Organi'zation % N =32 N =64 | ,
a LT, 2.6% | 1703 .95
- ’ ’ ’ '-. T S‘ento Stro . ‘ v N "-'\1*8 N = l*8 S
il 2abs -] 1.8% .25,
: . Mequmics - -] W=l | N=18
, b ] 2250 1.792 46
TT 77N 296 rewritten essays 0 0 )
- ‘ ¥ ¢
.- * 1/ - - 2
i ! )
/s
- - * v
) o ) ’ ; -
. ’\ !‘
L y
- =
J i 5
- _ "7{ ; . . ¢ .
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- TABLE 4 .
-, EFFECTS OF INTERACTION BETWEEN - - ‘
ORGANIZATION AND MECHANICS AND SENTENCE STRUCTURE
ON 329&2‘10 SCORE (4 = highest, 1 = lowest) .
. Organization '
. | . l Str(_'mg l Weiﬂ-( - W
M | _ | | ,
- e’ Strong | X 3.124 | 1.183 I . organization X
c IsD (.957)1 (.592) | ] . N
h | | [ mecham'.cs \
. oan | ==mmmm e O emn] ¢ .00
n 1 ] A 21
J; ‘i Weak | 2.188 | 1.594 |4 soneer g -
. c * | (.834) | (.615) .| -~
=) " o~ | .
. | e e |
' | A
. Differn. | .936 | .219 ] -
"y | |
o = | == me |
. .
; ‘ O | -mmmmmmml|
: } pg : 1.71 : '
e _Strong 3.009 .719 ¢ 5 T
. n . . | (1.@3) l (.581) ' Oréanlzatlon X ,
t I. | | sentence structure
R S O | -=mmmm e | oL -
t Weak | 2.313 | 1.688 | ’
r . | (.873) | (.644) | .
. u | . | . |
c e | === I
t N | |
U Differ. | .687 | .g31 |
- r ' | 5 | | N
¥ ! e I --------- | -------- hl .
B - ‘ .
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: * ., TABLE 5 .
%' . . N ' ) . ' .
; READER-REWRITER MATCH/MISMATCH

. ¢ Match
Contént’ (C) -
Organization (@) -
Sénteénce Structure {SS)
Mechanics (MF :

8p.2
83.3
84.4 ' -
96.6
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$Mismatch

.19.8°
16.7
15.6
89.4
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR HOLISTIC SCORES: 5
PERCEIVED REWRITING EFFECTS .
Source | ak | MS [- P1 | F2
......... Y [y [NV upY P | -~ -
Reader (R) ’ 11 | «377. 1 |
P mmmem—m e ——— ateted EELLY EEEEEEEES | = e e

. ContentPerceived(CP)| 1 | 12.537 | 41.65%**]| 31,74%**
p————————————— A=———— |==m= | mmmmmm e [ m e | —pme—————

. - Organ, Perceived(OP)| 1. | 5:566 | 19.81***| 14,89*%*x
——— Bommmmme |====] === R R - T
SenSt.Perceived(SSP)| 1 | 3.501 | 7.34*” | 8,86%*."
—————————— e e |-g——|==—- | e | === “
Mech. Perceived(MP) | ' 1 | 1.132 |  3.48 { 2.87°
R —— [T P—— | mmmm e -
e - _— e P el et e F] P
CpP.- X OP S .481 | | 1,22

N - -———- || e | == | e
* CP X SSP | 11 .131 | | .33
-------------------- | ——==| == | e
CP X MP ] 1] .146 | l .37
———mmm— e | === | = | s | === -
OP X SSP. "1 1 .939 |, | 2.38
e ity | === = e e E et
OP X MP - 11 .0834 | | .89
et Rl Rttt S | = | ===
SSP X MP [ 1] .368 | | .93
—r———= el Rttt EL S S et | === | ===
Reader Interagtions
R X CP {'11 | .361 | - A
------------------------ | ===
‘R X OP 111 | .281 | S
) - ———————— | == | mmm e - .
R X sSSP I 11 . .477 | .
—————— e R R Dt
R X MP | 11 | .325 | -
, L e e e D |
= Residual . L 31 | «395 |
——- —== |- | ==l | .
¢ . - s
*p < .85 1,114f Fl =* 4.84 Fl based on R by Source
. *%*p < .01 1,114f F1 = 9.65 variance
tktp <\.ﬂﬁl .l,llq;/ Fl = 19,69 ) ,
' ' /
*p.< .85 1;31df F§f= 4.27 .
% ‘é/rﬂl . 1,318€F F2 ¢ 7.56 F2 based on residual
*k%p 001 1,31df "F2 =\'13.29 error viriance -
Qo . . - ) )
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P - . 3 ~
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‘ TABLE ' 7
s * ‘ -~ . ) i s
MEAN HOLISTIC JUDGMENTS : PERCEIVED REWRITING ‘
(4 = highest, l = lowest) .
‘ Strong Weak Difference S
T e—e————— |.................'.| ____________ | - )
‘ | N=64 | N =32 | .qu.‘,
Content Percv'd } 2,578 I 1.529’{ 1.85 *{L; S
, L A
Organ. Percv'd | 2.719 | 1.672 | 1.85 |-
| . I ’ I
oo Kt | === I .
) . l N = 48 | N = 48 | . . ‘
- Sent.Str.Percv'd| 2.349 | 1tﬁfl | .63 |
I o I 1 )
I-ﬁ—-]é-l-ﬁ--jzrl ------------ 1
\ Po=amp 7= I
Meghan.Percv'd | 2.356 | 1.725 | .63 K
. ‘ I - | - g !
\ [ ===———- I---f---I---“-l----f-I ~
96 rewritten eassays °
- " A
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‘ LA\Footnotes . .

}
4

. 1This topic was-first developed by the Callfornia State
Unlvers;tles and College System for their Freshman English

- Equivalency Examination.

-~ . =

s

; .

3Two raters from one of the four groﬁps of raters had
more difficudty than any of the other raters in the sample in
matkhing their gudgments of the strength and weakness of the
four rewriting categories with the rewr1ters"1ntent10n§
These two raters were type 3, previocusly judged to be among
the 'least well qualified. Becaase they were two standard’
deviations above the mean in the amount of mismatch between
their judgments and the rewriters' intentions, I repi&céd
them with a better qualified pair: one ‘type l and one type 2
rater. These replacement raters performed the evaluations
together., Analyses are based on the ratlng glven by the
replacement raters.,

4

2The,method of 'selection of students was extreme complex
- and is detailed-in 'the author's dissertation.




